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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . The Request for Continued Examination filed 7/25/2007 have been entered and 
made of record. 



2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 3-30 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 7/25/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicant alleges, "III. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. 102" in pages 14-16 
and "IV REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. 103" In pages 16-19, and states respectively 
that the Ryan Jr. art reference does not disclose having a plurality of predetermined 
profiles where each profile consists of a plurality of profile image characteristics. 
However the Examiner disagrees because Ryan does teach a plurality of profiles 
(senders address field, recipient address field, etc.) where each profile consists of a 
plurality of profile image characteristics (name, street, county, state, zip code). The 
Applicant also states respectively that "claim selected characteristics in each profile 
determines a comparison subset that can be more thoughtfully arranged to reduce 
search time" whereas Ryan does no apparent sorting of criteria into subsets. In 
response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
arranged subset) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
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interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into 
the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
The Applicant also states respectively that Ryan does not state an action identifier 
configured to specify a plurality of actions. However the Examiner disagrees because 
Ryan teaches different actions such as sanitization/processing area (see col. 13, lines 
13-17), a video coding terminal, or audio recognition (see col. 12, lines 54, col. 13, lines 
29-31 ). The Applicant also states respectively that the step of comparing mail piece 
image characteristics with the plurality of predetermined profiles successively is not 
taught by the prior art. However the Examiner disagrees because Sansone does 
disclose that the mail piece image characteristics are compared with at least two threat 
indicator or predetermined profiles (senders address, recipients address, meter 
account, size, etc.) simultaneously to see if a match with at least two threat indicators 
could be determined (see paragraph [0041], paragraph [0042], lines 1-7). The art 
rejections will be further discussed below. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 22 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 22, lines 8-9: "obtain at least one mail piece image characteristic" should be ~ 
obtain mail piece image characteristics -. The Examiner believes this change is 
needed because the Applicant has made this type of amendment throughout the rest of 
the claims and might have missed this correction. 
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Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. Claims 6, 1 1 , and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 6, 1 1 , and 22 are drawn to 
functional descriptive material NOT claimed as residing on a computer readable 
medium. MPEP 2 106. IV. B.I (a) (Functional Descriptive Material) states: 

"Data structures not claimed as embodied in a computer-readable medium are descriptive 
material per se and are not statutory because they are not capable of causing functional change in the 
computer." 

"Such claimed data structures do not define any structural or functional interrelationships between 
the data structure and other claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data structure's 
functionality to be realized." 

Claims 6, 1 1 , and 22, while defining "computer readable memory" or "computer 
readable code", do not define a "computer-readable medium" and is thus non-statutory 
for that reasons. A "computer readable memory" or "computer readable code" can 
range from paper on which the program Is written, to a program simply contemplated 
and memorized by a person. The Examiner suggests amending the claim to embody 
the program on "computer-readable medium" In order to make the claim statutory. For 
example: 

Claim 6, lines 17-19, "computer readable code embodied In the at least one 
computer readable memory" should be ~ computer readable medium encoded with 
computer readable code ~. Appropriate claim language corrections are then also 
needed to fit this language. 
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Claim 1 1 , lines 18-19: "at least one second memory having computer readable 
code erribodied therein" should be - at least one second computer readable medium 
encoded with computer readable code ~. Appropriate claim language corrections are 
then also needed to fit this language. 

Claim 22, lines 10-11: "computer readable code configured to retrieve" should toe 
- a computer readable medium encoded with computer readable code configured to 
retrieve -. Appropriate claim language corrections are then also needed to fit this 
language. 

"In 'contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with the data structure defines structural and 
functional intenrelationships l)etween the data structure and the computer software and hardware 
components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory." - MPEP 

2106.IV.B.1(a) 

Claims 7-10, 20 and 28 are dependent upon claim 6. 
Claims 12-18 and 21 are dependent upon claim 1 1 . 
Claims 23-27 are dependent upon claim 22. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: ^ 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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7. Claims 23 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Re Claim 23, line 3: The limitation "one of the plurality of action identified" lacks clear 
antecedent basis. 

Re Claim 30: The limitation "g)" in claim 30 interferes with the limitation "g)" in claim 1. 
It is suggested to change the limitation letterings in claim 30. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 6, 8-9, 11, 13-15, 18 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Ryan Jr. (US 7,071,437 B2, as applied in previous Office Action). 

Re Claim 11: Ryan Jr. discloses a system enabling identification of mail pieces based 
upon predetermined profiles (sender address, recipient address, etc.), the system 
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comprising a detector and optical elements (14, OCR scanner has detectors and optical 
elements) configured to obtain an image of a mail piece (see Fig. 9a, col. 4, lines 40-42, 
col. 5, lines 11-18); at least one processor (110) (see Fig. la, col. 4, lines 34-35) 
configured to obtain mail piece image characteristics (the image characteristics for the 
address components - name, street, county, state, and zip code) associated with the 
image of the mail piece (see col. 5, lines 11-18); a first memory (22, 26, 108, 114) for 
storing data for access by a process executed by at least one processor (see Fig. 9a, 
col. 4, lines 46-48), said memory comprising: a) a database (22 and 26) storing data for 
each one of a plurality of predetermined profiles (see Fig. 9a, col. 4, lines 46-48), the 
data comprising: an identifier / divert if match found, values for a plurality of selected 
profile image characteristics (the plurality of selected profile image characteristics for 
the sender address profile are the sender name, sender street, sender county, sender 
state, and sender zip code, similar for the recipient address), and, an action identifier / 
divert (see col. 5, lines 20-65) configured to specify a plurality of actions / divert to 
sanitization/processing area (see col. 13, lines 13-17), or divert to a video coding 
terminal, or divert to an audio recognition (see col. 12, lines 54, col. 13, lines 29-31) 
associated with each of said plurality of predetermined profiles; and, b) at least one 
second memory (153) having computer readable code embodied therein (see Fig. 9a, 
col. 12, lines 18-21), the computer readable code configured to cause the at least one 
processor to: retrieve the data for one of the plurality of predetermined profiles / address 
from the database (see Fig. 9a, Computer system 100 retrieves data from the address 
database 22 or 26, col. 4, lines 46-48, col. 9, lines 25-32, col. 10, lines 63-68, col. 12, 
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lines 13-15), compare (S208) the mail piece image characteristics (address components 
- name, street,. county, state, and zip code) to the one of the plurality of predetermined 
profiles (sender's address, recipients address, etc.) from the retrieved data (see Fig. 9c, 
col. 12, lines 13-15), identify (S210) the mail piece as requiring one of the plurality of 
actions identified by the action identifier (divert for specific further processing, see Fig. 
9c, col. 12, lines 18-21, 49-53, 58-61, col. 13, lines 13-17, col. 12, lines 54, col. 13, lines 
29-31 ) from the retrieved data, if the mail piece image characteristics (address 
components) present in the retrieved data substantially match the one of the plurality of 
predetermined profiles / senders or recipients address from the retrieved data. 

As to claim 6, the claim is the corresponding system claim to clairn 1 1 . The 
discussions are addressed with regard to claim 11. 

Re Claims 8 and 13 respectively: Ryan Jr. further discloses a network interface and a 
server configured to communicate with a network (web server 27 communicates with 
investigation entity, see Fig. 9a, col. 13, lines 60-67). 

Re Claims 9 and 14 respectively: Ryan Jr. further discloses a remote server (27) 
configured to receive and send data (see Fig. 9a, col. 13, lines 60-67). 

Re Claim 15: Ryan Jr. further discloses each of the plurality of predetermined profiles 
include selected combinations of the plurality of profile image characteristics selected 
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from addressee, markings, address style (see col. 5, lines 50-57, the senders address 
profile or recipient address profile include address information, different markings such 
as zip code numbering, and the address style such as name, street, county, state, and 
zip code). 

Re Claim 18: Ryan Jr. further discloses another memory (28a) for storing the data for 
access by a process executed by the remote server, said memory including a database 
(28a) (see Fig. 9a, col. 13, lines 60-67). 

Re Claim 28: Ryan Jr. further discloses said database (28a) is downloaded from the 
network (27) (see Fig. 9a, a profile database 28a may be received or inherently 
downloaded from the network or web server 27). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 12, 19-27, and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Ryan Jr. in view of Sansone (US 2002/0141613 A1, as 
applied in previous Office Action). The teachings of Ryan have been discussed above. 
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Re Claim 1: Ryan Jr. discloses a method for identifying mail pieces for special 
processing based upon a plurality of predetermined profiles (sender address, recipient 
address, etc.), the method comprising the steps of a) selecting a plurality of profile 
image characteristics (address components - name, street, county, state, and zip code) 
for each one of the plurality of predetermined profiles (sender address, recipient 
address, etc.); b) storing the plurality of predetermined profiles (22 and 26), each of the 
predetermined profiles having values for the plurality of selected profile image 
characteristics (address components) (see Fig. 9a, col. 4, lines 46-48, col. 5, lines 20- 
65, col. 9, lines 26-29); c) obtaining mail piece image characteristics (senders or 
recipients address components) associated with an image of a mail piece (14) (see Fig. 
9a, col. 4, lines 40-42, col. 5, lines 11-18); d) retrieving one of the plurality of 
predetermined profiles that has not yet been used in a comparison (see Fig. 9a, 
Computer system 100 retrieves data from the address database 22 or 26, col. 4, lines 
46-48, col. 9, lines 25-32, col. 10, lines 63-68, col. 12, lines 13-15, could check the 
senders address or recipients address first); e) comparing (S208) the mail piece image 
characteristics to the one of the plurality of predetermined profiles (see Fig. 9c, col. 12, 
lines 13-15, the address profile is compared to the different image characteristics such 
as the address components); f) identifying the mail piece for special processing / divert 
for further processing (S210) (see Fig. 9c, col. 12, lines 18-21, 49-53, 58-61), if the one 
of the plurality of predetermined profiles / senders or recipients address substantially 
matches the mail piece image characteristics (address components). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/697,533 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2624 

However, Ryan Jr. fails to specifically suggest g) repeating steps d) througli f) for 
another one of the plurality of predetermined profiles, if the one of the plurality of 
predetermined profiles does not substantially match the mail piece image 
characteristics. 

Sansone discloses g) repeating steps d) through f) for another one of the plurality 
of predetermined profiles (either senders address 212 or recipients address 210 
depending on what was initially done), if the one of the plurality of predetermined 
profiles does not substantially match the mail piece image characteristics (address 
components) (see Fig. 7, paragraph [0041], lines 1-21, uses predetermined profiles that 
have not yet been used in a comparison when repeating the steps d through f). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify (further specify) Ryan Jr.'s method and system 
using Sansone's teachings by including the specific recitation that steps d) through f) 
are repeated for a different predetermined profile in order to sjaecifically go through the 
different profiles one at a time to exhaustively make sure that there is no visual threat 
indicator (see Sansone, paragraph [0041], lines 1-21). 

As to claim 22, the claim is the corresponding system claim to claims 1 and 1 1 . 
The discussions are addressed with regard to claims 1 and 11. In regards to the two 
extra limitations presented in claim 22, Ryan Jr. discloses a transport sub-system (16) 
configured to transport a mail item (see Fig. 9a, col. 4, line 42, col. 1 1 , liens 33-35), and 
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an Imaging sub-system (14) configured to obtain an image of the mail piece (see Fig. 
9a, lines 41-42, col. 5, lines 11-18). 

Re Claims 7 and 12 respectively: Ryan Jr. further discloses to retrieve further data 
corresponding to another predetermined profile (either senders address or recipients 
address depending on what was initially done) from the plurality of predetermined 
profiles from the database (see Fig. 9a, Computer system 100 retrieves data from the 
address database 22 or 26, col. 4, lines 46-48, col. 9, lines 25-32, col. 10, lines 63-68, 
col. 12, lines 13-15), compare (S208)the mail piece image characteristics (address 
components) for the image of the mail piece to the values for one of the plurality of 
predetemfiined profiles from the retrieved further data (see Fig. 9c, col. 12, lines 13-15), 
and identify (S210) the mail piece as requiring one of the plurality of actions identified by 
the action identifier / [divert for further processing] divert to sanitization/processing area 
(see col. 13, lines 13-17), or divert to a video coding terminal, or divert to an audio 
recognition (see col. 12, lines 54, col. 13, lines 29-31) from the retrieved further data 
(see Fig. 9c, col. 12, lines 18-21, 49-53, 58-61, col. 13, lines 13-17, col. 12, lines 54, col. 
1 3, lines 29-31 ), if the values for one of the plurality of predetermined profiles (senders 
address, recipients address, etc.) from the retrieved data substantially matches the mail 
piece image characteristics (address components) for the image of the mail piece. 

However, Ryan Jr. f^ils to specifically suggest (Ryan silently suggests) retrieving 
another predetermined profile to redo the comparison and identification by the action 
identifier. 
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Sansone discloses retrieving another predetermined profile (either senders 
address 212 or recipients address 210 depending on what was initially done) to redo the 
comparison and identification as discussed for claims 1 and 22 above (see Fig. 7, 
paragraph [0041], lines 1-21, uses predetermined profiles that have not yet been used 
in a comparison when repeating the steps d) through f) as discussed in claims 1 and 22 
above). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify (further specify) Ryan Jr.'s method and system 
using Sansone's teachings by including the 'specific recitation that steps d) through f) 
are repeated for a different predetermined profile in order to specifically go through the 
different predetermined profiles one at a time to exhaustively make sure that there is no 
visual threat indicator (see Sansone, paragraph [0041], lines 1-21). 

Re Claim 23 [as best understood by the Examiner]: The discussions are addressed with 
respect to claims 7 and 12. 

Re Claim 3: Although Ryan Jr. is silent in disclosing comparing the mail piece image 
characteristics to the one of the plurality of predetermined profiles occurs during real- 
time processing, it is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Invention 
was made to have such a feature because in order to have an efficient and reliable 
processing mail system, it has to be real-time processing (see col. 1 , lines 42-45). 
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As to claims 5, 10, and 24 respectively, tlie discussions are addressed witli 
respect to claim 15. 

As to claim 25, the discussions are addressed with respect to claims 8 and 13. 
As to claim 26, the discussions are addressed with respect to claims 9 and 14. 

Re Claim 29: Ryan Jr. further discloses modifying a result record / video coded sent 
mailpiece associated with the image of the mal piece if the mail piece is flagged / 
diverted for the special processing / suspect determination; transmitting / video coding 
terminal the image to a remote site / terminal for manual image inspection / operator 
makes final determination according to the result record / video coded sent mailpiece; 
and classifying the mail piece / tag to the malpiece ID code as suspect based on the 
manual image inspection (see col. 13, lines 29-49). 

Re Claim 30 [as best understood by the Examiner]: Sansone further discloses steps of 
g) archiving the mail image having archived mail piece image characteristics (address 
components); h) updating the plurality of predetermined profiles (senders address, 
recipient address, etc.) by creating at least one new predetermined profile having a 
plurality of selected new profile image characteristics (address with specific handwriting) 
(see page 5, paragraph [0041], lines 18-21, Sansone discloses having handwriting 
previously used on mail containing life harming materials which means that 
handwritings are archived if they end up having suspect materials and therefore the 
profiles are updated since apparently there is a need to compare handwritings to 
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previously used handwritings which are associated with mail containing life harming 
materials, Sansone discloses that two different items such as address and hahdwriting 
may be used as a single profile for matching two threat indicators simultaneously in 
paragraph [0042] lines 1-7); i) retrieving one of the new predetermined profiles (senders . 
address, recipients address) that has not yet been used in the comparison (see Fig. 7, 
paragraph [0041]); j) comparing the archived mail piece image characteristics (address 
components with handwritten specifications) to the at least one new predetermined 
profile (see Fig. 7, paragraph [0041], the comparison between the archived suspect 
handwriting could be compared to the new predetermined profile); I) identifying the 
archived mail piece for the special processing / suspect, if the new predetermined 
profile substantially matches the archived mail piece image characteristics (see Fig. 7, 
paragraph [0041], a comparison is made between the archived suspect handwriting of 
address with the new profile and a divert for further suspect processing is determined); 
and m) repeating steps (i) through (I) for another one of the new predetermined profiles 
(either senders address 212 or recipients address 210 depending on what was initially 
done), if the new predetermined profile does not substantially match the archived mail 
piece image characteristics (see Fig. 7, paragraph [0041], different profiles are 
compared if one profile doesn't match). 

Re Claims 19-21 , and 27 respectively: Ryan Jr. further discloses comparing the mail 
piece image characteristics (address components) with a subset of the plurality of the 
predetermined profiles (either senders address or recipients address) simultaneously 
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(S210, col. 12, lines 49-53), and wherein said computer readable code is further 
configured to identify the mail piece for special processing / divert if there is a match 
from any one of the plurality of the predetermined profiles (senders address or 
recipients address, col. 12, lines 58-61). 

If however Ryan did not teach this simultaneous comparison, Sansone discloses 
that different [two different] items in the mail piece may be compared with the 
predetermined profile (senders or recipients address with specific handwriting) 
simultaneously to match two threat indicators (see paragraph [0042], lines 1-7, the two 
image characteristics as discussed in paragraph [0042] could be the address and the 
handwriting and if these two characteristics match the predetermined profile, the mail is 
diverted because of suspicion of a threat). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify (further specify) Ryan Jr.'s method and system 
using Sansone's teachings by including the specific recitation of comparing 
simultaneously different image characteristics with the subset of profites in order to 
specifically go through the different predetermined profiles exhaustively to make sure 
that there is no threat indicator (see Sansone, paragraph [0041], lines 1-21 , paragraph 
[0042], lines 1-7). 

12. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ryan Jr. 
as modified by Sansone as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Lopez (US 
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2002/0029202 A1 , as applied in previous Office Action). The teachings of Ryan Jr. as 
modified by Sansone have been discussed above. 

However, Ryan Jr. as modified by Sansone fails to disclose or fairly suggest that 
the comparison occurs during an offline process. 

Lopez discloses the step of comparing the mail piece image characteristics to the 
one of the plurality of predetermined profiles occurs during offline processing (506, 509, 
and 51 1) (see Figure 5, paragraph [0057], attempts to locate the return address for the 
diverted mail piece). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify Ryan Jr.'s method, as modified by 
Sansone, using Lopez's teachings by including the ability to do comparisons during 
offline processing in order enhance performance and time efficiency because if it is a 
mail piece that needs to be returned to the sender, it does not need immediate attention 
and could be sorted for processing during offline processing. 

13. Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ryan Jr. as applied to claims 11 and 13-14 above, in view of Bloomfield (US 
6,025,931, as applied in previous Office Action). The teachings of Ryan Jr. have been 
discussed above. 

However, Ryan Jr. fails to disclose or fairly suggest at least one third memory 
having computer readable code capable of causing the at least one processor to 
retrieve the data, compare, and identify If the action is required. 
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Bloomfield discloses at least one third memory / RAM (206) (see Fig. 3, col. 7, 
55-57, col. 8, lines 4-16) having computer readable code configured to cause the at 
least one processor / CPU (206) (see Fig. 3, col. 8, lines 4-16) to retrieve the data for 
one of the plurality of predetermined profiles (senders address and recipient address for 
further data ) from the database (120, 116, and 200) (see Fig. 1, Fig. 3, col. 7, lines 49- 
59, have a database of the different e-mail addresses that exist), compare the mail 
piece image characteristics (address components) for the image of the mail piece (283) 
to the values for one of the plurality of predetermined profiles from the retrieved data 
(see Fig. 5, the email address is compared to the database of email addresses, col. 7, 
lines 49-59), identify the mail piece as requiring one of the plurality of actions identified 
by the action identifier from the retrieved data (see col. 7, lines 49-59, return the email 
back to the sender if the email address for the intended recipient doesn't exist, if it does, 
email it to the appropriate place), if the one of the plurality of predetemiined profiles 
from the retrieved data substantially matches the mail piece image characteristics from 
the retrieved data or for the image of the mail piece. In general, Bloomfield integrates a 
Fax to an internet server where the fax is able to scan the letter for the email address 
which is to be sent (see abstract), compares the email address to the list of emails that 
exist, and route it appropriately, if the email address doesn't exist, return the email to 
the sender. This could easily be incorporated to the web server component of Ryan 
Jr.'s system. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Ryan Jr.'s system using Bloomfield's teachings 
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by including a tliird memory as part of tfie remote server in order to include the 
capability of sending emails from the use of hard copy documents. 

Conclusion 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bernard Krasnic whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1357. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur 8:00am-4:00pm and every 
other Friday 8:00am-3:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jingge Wu can be reached on (571 ) 272-7429. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or. access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1 000. y 



Bernard Krasnic 
August 20, 2007 



tjREf^SORY PATENT ^[AMINER 



